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Abstract 
This article is a comparative study about ways in which relation between sport activities, healthy life and environment is viewed 
by students and involved 201 students from Romania and 80 from Turkey. The there were significant differences (*p≤.05) on 
eight from nine items that may reflect cultural behaviors or educational policies differences. From country of origin there are 
significant differences in eight from nine items, which reflects both cultural differences regarding sports activities supporting a 
healthy life and the involvement of the students in environmental protection activities organised within the university.  
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1. Paper Rationale 
The Rio Declaration on Environment and Development 1992 emphasises 27 principles of which three have 
been the starting point of this paper: the 1st principle – “Human beings are at the centre of concerns for sustainable 
development. They are entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature.”; the 10th principle – 
“Environmental issues are best handled with participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant level.”; and the 
21st principle – “The creativity, ideals and courage of the youth of the world should be mobilized to forge a global 
partnership in order to achieve sustainable development and ensure a better future for all.” 
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Protecting the environment ranks first in many countries, among which Romania and Turkey. To support 
national programmes, we need, among others, a programme that educates and raises awareness in the young 
generation related to the promotion of best practices in both environmental protection and promoting a healthy 
lifestyle, an idea supported by the key-document of the United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development, “Agenda 21” (p. 320, cap.36.3): “Both formal and non-formal education are indispensable to 
changing people's attitudes so that they have the capacity to assess and address their sustainable development 
concerns.” 
This study aims at identifying significant differences among the students of two universities – Banat’s 
University of Agricultural Sciences and Veterinary Medicine “King Michael I of Romania” from Timişoara, 
Romania, and Canakkale “Onsekiz Mart” University, Turkey – regarding their knowledge and active involvement in 
environmental protection activities; we have started from the premise that youth’s way of thinking at tertiary level is 
more flexible than in other educational systems (Ӧllerer, 2012). 
 
2. Paper theoretical foundation and related literature 
2.1. Environmental Protection Education 
Education is fundamental in environmental protection and in the development of a sustainable future (Ozel, 
Senyurt, Ozturk & Ozel, 2013) and formal education develops thinking and behaviour compatible with sustainable 
development ideas ever since primary school (Jickling, 1992; Wildes, 1995; Jickling & Wals, 2008). UNESCO 
considers that education is not a goal in itself: it is a key-instrument in bringing up changes in consciousness, values, 
attitudes and ways of life necessary for sustainable development and stability within and between the states, 
democracy, security, and peace. Thus, re-orienting educational systems and curricula should be a priority. 
(UNESCO, 2002: 2) 
As claimed by Erdem, Gezar & Oflaz (2013), universities need to support sustainable development by 
developing education programmes for the young generation to better understand their role in applying the principles 
of sustainability, principles that develop dynamic features in students (Posch, 1991); these dynamic features allow 
students to analyse and act with determination in both their personal and professional lives (Denes & Grecu, 2010). 
The role of educators at tertiary level (this is the case of the present study) is also to educate consumption pattern 
changes (i.e. cycling, using common transportation, purchasing recyclable bags, initiating and sustaining 
environmental protection activities in universities and not only) with a view to diminish pollution. Universities play 
an essential role in youths’ “lifelong education” because they will become environmental protection responsibles 
and responsibles of their own development (Dimen, Ienciu, Ludușas, Popa & Oprea, 2012).  
Stern claims that there are three types of values relevant in pro-environment behaviour: egoistic, altruistic and 
biospheric values (De Groot & Steg, 2007; Steg, Dreijerink & Abrahamse, 2005). 
In our opinion, teachers and students in “Environmental Engineering and Protection” play a key-role in 
promoting environmental and sustainable development education (i.e. they know and understand the way other 
students think and know and understand the principles of the teachers teaching the different environment-related 
disciplines). The future specialists trained and educated in environment-related subjects are able to contribute to “a 
world where everyone has the opportunity to benefit from quality education and to learn the values, behaviour and 
lifestyles required for a sustainable future and for positive societal transformation.” (UN Decade of Education for 
Sustainable Development, 2005-2014) 
Education is not the only solution in solving current environmental issues, but it has a well-established role in the 
effort of creating new relationships between the factors involved and of determining respect for environmental 
protection needs (Denes & Grecu, 2010). Nowadays, requirement of environmental education in universities is a 
very important issue (Kaplovitz & Levine, 2005), because our students after graduation must to apply their positive 
attitudes about environmental issues. 
The process of urbanization has both a favourable impact on economic development, which supports life quality 
(health, education) and an unfavourable impact on sustainable development because of the “consumer” in each 
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individual. To be able to change certain practices, we need time because, as Coyle (2005) claims, moulding a true 
ecological culture needs time and also involvement from as many responsibles in educational activities as possible. 
2.2. Sports activities and their role in supporting healthy life and environment 
Sport, as recreational and physical education activities, is nowadays a major component of the society from many 
countries. There are millions of supporters of sports activities, but the percentage of those that also support nature 
protection is smaller (Manual on sport and the environment, 2005). Sports organizations, athletes and teachers of 
physical education in education institutions have a direct and concrete role in this new field essential for each 
generation: they are the specialists that promote health-seeking behaviors introducing the youth in the world of 
health culture (Cale & Harris, 2013; Green, 2012). In Lee’s (1997) study, a teacher of physical education at tertiary 
level can influence both inner processes in students and their future actions. Sports leaders can be true militants of 
changing attitudes in individuals and of promoting beneficial relationships between the environment and sports. 
Sports and environment influence each other, and sports in the open have positive consequences on health; if 
polluted, the environment generates respiratory illness and difficulty in breathing, stress, physiological reactions to 
toxic chemicals. It is known that there are sports activities that have direct consequences on the natural environment: 
air pollution, ozone layer depletion, habitat and biodiversity loss, soil erosion or waste generation from spectators 
and construction of facilities (Manual on sport and the environment, 2005). 
Changing our attitudes and adapting our actions to our needs and resources is a necessity. This can be achieved 
by undertaking, simple, but responsible actions which will foster environmentally sound behaviour and preserve our 
ecosystems: prevent pollution, reduce waste, use water, energy and other resources efficiently, manage the use of 
natural resources prudently, respect the fauna and its habitat, commemorate, protect and respect the world's natural, 
cultural, indigenous, and historical heritage, contribute to environmental education and training through sport, 
support local action and community participation, promote practices, methods and technologies that reduce negative 
impacts on the environment. (Source: adapted from UNEP environmental principles) 
3. Methodology 
3.1. The study group 
The universe of this research consists in the prospective students who study in the 1st and 4th grades at the Banat’s 
University of Agricultural Sciences and Veterinary Medicine “King Michael I of Romania” from Timişoara, 
Romania, and Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Turkey. The analysis reveals that 49.75% of Romanian students 
are in the 1st grade and 50.24% are in the 4th grade, and 49.75% are male and 50.24% are female. The analysis of 
Turkish students reveals that 63.75% are male and 36.25% are female, and 50.0% are in 1st grade and 50.0% are in 
the 4th grade. 
3.2. Research Instrument 
In this research, we used a survey with 14 items of which 9 closed and 5 open (the dependent variant). For the 
closed items, we appealed to the Likert Scale with 5 levels (from 1 – “Never” to 5 – “Always”) to capture as well as 
possible the involvement and importance allotted to each type of activity by each student. The survey was designed 
to capture conscious involvement in both environmental protection activities and health life promoting activities 
through sports activities. 
The independent variables were represented by country, gender, year of environmental study, and age. 
For the statistical analysis, we used two types of tests: Tukey (for normal distributed data) and Tamhane’s T2 (for 
non-normal distributed data) tests to find source of differences in One-Way Anova Analysis. 
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4. Results & Discusions 
The analysis of the responses to the nine closed items depending on the country of origin of the students is shown 
in Table 1. We can see significant differences in eight of the nine items analysed, which reflects both cultural 
differences regarding sports activities supporting a healthy life and the involvement of the students in environmental 
protection activities organised within the university.  
 
Table 1. Comparison based on Country 
Items Country N 
 
s.d. d.f. t P 
Q1 Turkey 81 2.05 1.04 280 -2.33 .02* Romania 201 2.35 .95    
Q2 Turkey 81 2.85 1.19 280 3.54 .00* Romania 201 2.32 .96    
Q3 Turkey 81 2.96 1.17 280 -2.22 .03* Romania 201 3.32 1.33    
Q4 Turkey 81 1.28 .73 280 -2.88 .00* Romania 201 1.59 .95    
Q5 Turkey 81 4.07 1 280 8.64 .00* Romania 201 2.85 1.26    
Q6 Turkey 81 3.01 1.01 280 -1.99 .05* Romania 201 3.26 .94    
Q7 Turkey 81 2.09 1.11 280 -3.28 .00* Romania 201 2.53 .99    
Q8 Turkey 81 2.43 1.28 278 .50 .62 Romania 199 2.35 1.09    
Q12 Turkey 76 2.21 .90 274 -2.22 .03* Romania 200 2.45 .76    
*p≤.05 
 
The statistical analysis of the responses depending on Gender is shown in Table 2. There are significant 
differences in item 4 related to cycling to and from the university. A possible explanation could be that female 
students use very rarely a bicycle to go to university, the differences between the two countries having a cultural 
nature. There are differences below the significance threshold in the item 8 related to driving a car to relax, but only 
in Turkey. 
 
Table 2. Comparison based on Gender 
Items Country Gender N 
 
s.d. d.f. t p 
Q1 
Turkey Male 51 2.02 1.05 78 -.06 .95 Female 29 2.03 .98    
Romania Male 100 2.28 1.01 199 -1.02 .31 Female 101 2.42 .89    
Q2 
Turkey Male 51 2.94 1.29 78 1.03 .31 Female 29 2.66 1.01    
Romania Male 100 2.30 .99 199 -.34 .73 Female 101 2.35 .94    
Q3 
Turkey Male 51 3.02 1.19 78 .33 .74 Female 29 2.93 1.10    
Romania Male 100 3.18 1.32 199 -1.47 .14 Female 101 3.46 1.34    
Q4 
Turkey Male 51  1.37 .80 78 2.89 .01* Female 29 1.03 .19    
Romania Male 100 1.72 1.04 199 1.99 .05* Female 101 1.46 .84    
Q5 
Turkey Male 51 4.06 .99 78 -.34 .74 Female 29 4.14 1.03    
Romania Male 100 2.90 1.24 199 .61 .55 Female 101 2.79 1.29    
Q6 Turkey 
Male 51 2.90 1.10 78 -1.30 .20 
Female 29 3.21 .82    
Romania Male 100 3.14 1.00 199 -1.87 .06 
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Female 101 3.39 .87    
Q7 
Turkey Male 51 1.96 1.15 78 -.99 .32 Female 29 2.21 .90    
Romania Male 100 2.46 1.03 199 -.96 .34 Female 101 2.59 .94    
Q8 
Turkey Male 51 2.94 1.21 78 5.26 .00* Female 29 1.59 .91    
Romania Male 99 2.42 1.18 197 .93 .35 Female 100 2.28 1.00    
Q12 
Turkey Male 48 2.15 .95 73 -.69 .49 Female 27 2.30 .82    
Romania Male 99 2.49 .79 198 .83 .41 Female 101 2.41 .74    
*p≤.05 
 
The statistical analysis depending on the student’s background is shown in Table 3. There are significant 
differences between Romanian students coming from urban environments – who are more informed and involved in 
low electricity/water/plastic consumption activities – and students coming from rural environments – where both 
information and real involvement activities are less. 
 
Table 3. Comparison based on Background 
Items Country Environment N 
 
s.d. d.f. t P 
Q1 
Turkey Urban 66 2.02 1.03 79 -.62 .54 Rural 15 2.20 1.08    
Romania Urban 118 2.24 .99 199 -1.99 .05* Rural 83 2.51 .86    
Q2 
Turkey Urban 66 2.85 1.23 79 -.05 .96 Rural 15 2.87 1.06    
Romania Urban 118 2.18 .93 199 -2.59 .01* Rural 83 2.53 .98    
Q3 
Turkey Urban 66 2.95 1.17 79 -.14 .89 Rural 15 3 1.20    
Romania Urban 118 3.18 1.38 199 -1.79 .08 Rural 83 3.52 1.24    
Q4 
Turkey Urban 66 1.23 .67 18 -1.22 .24 Rural 15 1.53 .92    
Romania Urban 118 1.60 1.02 199 .26 .80 Rural 83 1.57 .85    
Q5 
Turkey Urban 66 4.06 .99 79 -.25 .80 Rural 15 4.13 1.06    
Romania Urban 118 2.86 1.23 199 .25 .80 Rural 83 2.82 1.31    
Q6 
Turkey Urban 66 2.97 1.01 79 -.80 .43 Rural 15 3.20 1.01    
Romania Urban 118 3.18 .96 199 -1.55 .12 Rural 83 3.39 .91    
Q7 
Turkey Urban 66 2.09 1.11 79 .08 .94 Rural 15 2.07 1.16    
Romania Urban 118 2.48 .98 199 -.76 .45 Rural 83 2.59 1    
Q8 
Turkey Urban 66 2.41 1.26 79 -.34 .74 Rural 15 2.53 1.41    
Romania Urban 116 2.44 1.11 197 1.35 .18 Rural 83 2.23 1.05    
Q12 
Turkey Urban 62 2.15 .90 74 -1.34 .18 Rural 14 2.50 .85    
Romania Urban 117 2.32 .77 198 -3.01 .00* Rural 83 2.64 .71    
*p≤.05 
 
Table 4 presents the results of the statistical analysis depending on students’ age; there are significant differences 
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below the threshold of .05 in items 2 and 3 for Romania, in the 18-19 years old range. Where the significance 
threshold is low (p≤.05), there are significant differences between the means. The Tukey test points out the classes 
of respondents between which there are significant differences. We can see that the mean of the 3rd class (22-23 
years old) is lower than the means of the 1st and 4th classes. We can draw the conclusion that respondents aged 22-23 
purchase less paper packaging from supermarkets than those aged 18-19 and 24+, results for which we took into 
account an error of 5%. In the item 3, respondents from the 1st class (18-19 years old) have a higher mean (ensured 
statistically) than those from 3rd and 4th classes. Thus, we can infer that respondents aged 18-19 go to school mainly 
on foot than respondents aged 22-23 and 24+. A possible explanation could be that higher year students work part-
time and driving a car helps them manage time better, or that they can purchase second-hand cars.  
 
Table 4. Comparison based on Age 
Items  Age N 
 
s.d. d.f F P Differences¥ 
Q1 
Turkey 
1. 18-19 29 1.97 1.09 3 .53 .66  
2. 20-21  28 2.18 .82 77    
3. 22-23  19 1.89 1.20     
4. 24+ 5 2.40 1.34     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.27 .89 3 1.26 .29  
2. 20-21  38 2.47 1.01 197    
3.22-23  73 2.26 .88     
4. 24+ 24 2.63 1.17     
Q2 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 2.69 1.20 3 .56 .64  
2. 20-21  28 2.86 1.30 77    
3.22-23  19 2.95 .97     
4. 24+ 5 3.40 1.52     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.56 1.07 3 4.96 .00* 3<1 
2. 20-21  38 2.16 .89 197   3<4 
3.22-23  73 2.07 .82     
4. 24+ 24 2.71 .95     
Q3 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 2.90 1.08 3 .10 .96  
2. 20-21  28 2.96 1.20 77    
3.22-23  19 3 1.29     
4. 24+ 5 3.20 1.30     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 3.86 1.20 3 6.59 .00* 3<1 
2. 20-21  38 3.29 1.31 197   4<1 
3.22-23  73 2.93 1.35     
4. 24+ 24 3.04 1.23     
Q4 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 1.38 .82 3 .47 .70  
2. 20-21  28 1.29 .71 77    
3.22-23  19 1.21 .71     
4. 24+ 5 1 0     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 1.59 .94 3    
2. 20-21  38 1.68 .93 197 1.83 .14  
3.22-23  73 1.42 .86     
4. 24+ 24 1.92 1.18     
Q5 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 4 1.07 3 1.06 .37  
2. 20-21  28 3.96 1.10 77    
3.22-23  19 4.42 .61     
4. 24+ 5 3.80 1.10     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.62 1.21 3 1.05 .37  
2. 20-21  38 2.95 1.29 197    
3.22-23  73 2.97 1.33     
4. 24+ 24 2.92 1.10     
Q6 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 3 1.10 3 .09 .97  
2. 20-21  28 3.04 1 77    
3.22-23  19 3.05 .91     
4. 24+ 5 2.80 1.10     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 3.38 .89 3 1.44 .23  
2. 20-21  38 3.34 .97 197    
3.22-23  73 3.08 .88     
4. 24+ 24 3.38 1.17     
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Q7 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 1.90 .90 3 .59 .63  
2. 20-21  28 2.29 1.24 77    
3.22-23  19 2.11 1.15     
4. 24+ 5 2 1.41     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.50 1.03 3 2.03 .11  
2. 20-21  38 2.87 1.07 197    
3.22-23  73 2.40 .86     
4. 24+ 24 2.46 1.02     
Q8 
Turkey 
1.18-19  29 2.69 1.47 3 1.46 .23  
2. 20-21  28 2.04 .96 77    
3.22-23  19 2.63 1.26     
4. 24+ 5 2.40 1.67     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.32 1.03 3 1.07 .36  
2. 20-21  37 2.54 1.10 195    
3.22-23  72 2.39 1.19     
4. 24+ 24 2.04 .91     
Q12 
Turkey 
1.18-19  25 2.36 .91 3 .49 .69  
2. 20-21  27 2.11 .85 72    
3.22-23  19 2.11 1.05     
4. 24+ 5 2.40 .55     
Romania 
1.18-19  66 2.41 .84 3 .92 .43  
2. 20-21  38 2.50 .69 196    
3.22-23  72 2.39 .69     
4. 24+ 24 2.67 .87     
*p≤.05; ¥Tukey (for normal distributed data) and Tamhane’s T2 (for non-normal distributed data) tests were used to find source of differences 
in One-Way Anova Analysis 
5. Conclusions 
The analysis of the two samples of students shows that, given that sustainable development is an international 
issue, there are no significant differences between the responses by Romanian and Turkish students, as also claimed 
by De Groot & Steg (2007): values regarding environmental protection can differ from one person to another, but it 
is believed that their structure is universal, as shown by a study conducted in five countries (Austria, the Czech 
Republic, Italy, the Netherlands and Sweden). If we refer to the use of transportation means or of the bicycle instead 
of one’s personal car, what makes the difference between the two countries is the consequences on the individuals. 
Systems thinking is an important element for Environmental Education (Sterling, 2010), because each component of 
the system influences and is influenced, in its turn, by the surrounding systems. 
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